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Teacher Sense-Making: A Case Study Of The Implementation Of The
Giffin Model
Abstract
This study sought to shed light on teachers’ thinking as they implemented an educational intervention.
Specifically, this study looked at teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about teaching and learning, their
interpretations of a policy’s attributes, and how those views impacted implementation quality. The findings
from this study describe how factors related to the implementation of a program interact with teachers’
knowledge and philosophies of teaching. This interaction was shown to be related to the success of
implementation in these schools. Based on its findings, this study recommends that further investigation into
the role of teacher sense-making and its impact on implementation using the framework proposed in this
paper. Further efforts should be made to improve the survey for this purpose. The effectiveness of a program is
mediated by the quality of implementation, which this research shows is related to perceptions of a program.
As schools grapple with implementing programs, principals and other leaders of implementation should pay
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Name	 School	 Grade	 Subject	 Level	Taught	 Experience	
Solange	 Holland	 4	 ELA	 Low	 4	
Rachel	 Holland	 4	 ELA	 Middle	 6	





Teacher	H1	 Holland	 4	 Math	 Low	 11	
Teacher	H2	 Holland	 4	 Math	 Middle	 3	
Teacher	H3	 Holland	 4	 Math	 High	 4	
Brian		 Ashland	 4	 Math	 Low	 4	
Jamie	 Ashland	 4	 Math	 Middle	 3	
Jamal	 Ashland	 4	 Math	 High	 7	
Teacher	A1	 Ashland	 4	 ELA	 Low	 5	
Teacher	A2	 Ashland	 4	 ELA	 Middle	 5	
Teacher	A3	 Ashland	 4	 ELA	 High	 13	
Amelia	 Trident	 6	 Math	 Low	 6	
Mr.	Franklin	 Trident	 6	 Math	 Middle	 8	
Ms.	Paulson	 Trident	 6	 Math	 High	 4	
Teacher	T1	 Trident	 6	 ELA	 Low	 20	
Teacher	T2	 Trident	 6	 ELA	 Middle	 14	
Teacher	T3	 Trident	 6	 ELA	 High	 4	
Teacher	T4	 Trident	 6	 ELA	 Low	 8	
Teacher	T5	 Trident	 6	 ELA	 Middle	 7	
Teacher	T6	 Trident	 6	 ELA	 High	 9	
Teacher	J1	 John	Jacobs	 4	 ELA	 Low	 4	
Teacher	J2	 John	Jacobs	 4	 ELA	 Middle	 3	

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































School	 Mean	 Std.	Deviation	 Variance	
Ashland	 11.7500	 2.06155	 4.250	
Holland	 16.5000	 .83666	 .700	









	 SS	 df	 Mean	Square	 F	 Sig.	
Between.	Groups	 105.387	 2	 52.694	 13.790	 .000	
Within	Groups	 61.139	 16	 3.821	 	 	















Subject	 Mean	score	 N	 Std.	Deviation	
Math	 17.833	 9	 .885	




	 SS	 df	 Mean	Square	 F	 Sig.	
Between.	Groups	 .365	 1	 .365	 2.431	 .137	
Within	Groups	 2.556	 18	 .150	 	 	








School	 Consistency	 Specificity	 Stability	 Authority	
Trident	 9.167	 12.50	 14.50	 19.60	
Ashland	 7.22	 9.00	 11.20	 9.29	










	 Consistency	 Specificity	 Stability	 Authority	
































Name	 Grade	 Subject	 Level	Taught	 Experience	
Solange	 4	 ELA	 Low	 4	
88	
Rachel	 4	 ELA	 Middle	 6	






















































































































































































































Name	 Grade	 Subject	 Level	Taught	 Experience	
Brian	 4	 Math	 Low	 4	
Jamie	 4	 Math	 Middle	 3	














































































































































































Name	 Grade	 Subject	 Level	Taught	 Experience	
Mr.	Franklin	 6	 Math	 Low	 8	
Amelia	 6	 Math	 Middle	 6	


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Strongly	 Disagree	 Agree	 Agree	Strongly	
Less	Stressful	   	   	   	   	
More	conducive	
to	teaching	
  	   	   	   	
More	conducive	
to	learning	
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Item	 Consistency	 Specificity	 Stability	 Authority	
33	 	 	 	 .897	
34	 	 	 	 .886	
42	 	 	 	 .912	
45	 	 	 	 .881	
49	 	 	 	 .812	
11	 .933	 	 	 	
12	 .616	 	 	 	
15	 .559	 	 	 	
3	 	 .689	 	 	
4	 	 .556	 	 	
5	 	 .624	 	 	
6	 	 .702	 	 	
19	 	 .413	 	 	
23	 	 .887	 	 	
40	 	 	 .539	 	
41	 	 	 .772	 	
48	 	 	 .585	 	
51	 	 	 .460	 	
Rotation	Method:	Oblimin	with	Kaiser	Normalization	
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Factor	Loadings	
Item	 Factor	 Factor	Score	
33	 Authority	 .90	
34	 Authority	 .88	
42	 Authority	 .93	
45	 Authority	 .88	
49	 Authority	 .77	
11	 Consistency	 .81	
12	 Consistency	 .88	
15	 Consistency	 .85	
3	 Specificity	 .88	
4	 Specificity	 .76	
5	 Specificity	 .91	
6	 Specificity	 .83	
19	 Specificity	 .79	
23	 Specificity	 .93	
40	 Stability	 .87	
41	 Stability	 .83	
48	 Stability	 .89	
51	 Stability	 .84	
	
Latent	Variable	Covariances	
Construct	1	 Construct	2	 Covariance	
Authority	 Specificity	 .48	
Authority	 Consistency	 .32	
Authority	 Stability	 .21	
Specificity	 Consistency	 .63	
Specificity	 Stability	 .27	
Stability	 Consistency	 .35	
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